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REMARKS 

After entry of this amendment, claims 1, 2, 4-8, 12-26 are pending. The claims are 
amended without prejudice to or disclaimer. The amendment to claim 1 finds support in original 
claims 1 and 3 and in the specification at page 2, lines 24-27. The amendment to claim 4 finds 
support in original claim 4 and in the specification at page 2, lines 30-32. Claims 2, 1, and 20-24 
have been amended to delete the parentheses; support can be found inter alia in the original 
claims. Claims 14, 18 and 19 have been amended for clarification and find support in the 
original claims. The subject matter of claim 3 has been incorporated into claim 1. Claims 3 and 
9-11 have been cancelled without disclaimer or prejudice. No new matter has been added. 

Jn the amendment to the specification, the heading and associated paragraph referencing 
the related applications already of record have been added. Furthermore, Applicants have noted 
a printing error in the published application in Table 1. Accordingly, Table 1 from the printed 
publication has been amended to reflect Table 1 from page 1 1 of the specification as filed. No 
new matter has been added. 

Applicants thank the Examiner for rejoining the groups outlined in the restriction 
requirement and examining all the claims in one application. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. $ 112. First Paragraph 

The Examiner rejects claims 9-11 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, for allegedly 
failing to comply with the written description requirement. Applicants respectfully disagree. 
However in order to expedite prosecution, Applicants have cancelled claims 9-11 without 
prejudice or disclaimer. The rejection is believed to be rendered moot and is respectfully 
requested to be withdrawn. 

Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. 6 112. Second Paragraph 

The Examiner rejected for mdefiniteness claims % 4, 1, and 20-24 for the use of 
parentheses. Claims 2, 4, 7, and 20-24 as amended do not contain parentheses. In view of the 
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amendments, the rejection is believed to be rendered moot and is respectfully requested to be 
withdrawn. 

The Examiner rejected claim 4 tor the term "traject" and requested clarification regarding 
the ending range. The term "traject" is not recited in the claims. The term was amended in the 
Amendment and Response to Restriction Requirement submitted March 8, 2007. Applicants 
respectfully request that the amendment previously submitted be entered and considered by the 
Examiner. The claims presented in the above amendment correspond to the claims as previously 
amended in the Response to the Restriction Requirement. Claim 4 has also been amended to 
clarify the temperature range. In light of the amendment, Applicants respectfully request 
reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection. 

Claims 9-11 have been cancelled without disclaimer or prejudice. The rejections as to 
claims 9-1 1 is believed to be rendered moot and is respectfully requested to be withdrawn. 

Claim 13 was rejected for the term "comprising utilizing." Claim 13 does not recite 
"comprising utilizing." This term was also amended in the previous amendment submitted with 
the Response to the Restriction Requirement (see above explanation for claim 4). Withdrawal of 
this rejection is respectfully requested. 

Claims 18 and 19 were rejected for use of the term "utilizing" as failing to recite a 
positive method step. Applicants respectfully disagree. The term "utilizing" is considered to be 
a positive method step as explained in MPEP § 2173.05(q). Furthermore, in Ex parte Porter, 25 
USPQ2d 1 144 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1992), the Board held that the step of "utilizing" was not 
indefinite under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, where the claim was to "A method for 
unloading nonpacked, nonbridging and packed, bridging flowable particle catalyst and bead 
material from the opened end of a reactor tube which comprises utilizing the nozzle of claim 7." 
Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection. 

In light of the amendments and remarks, Applicants submit that present claims are in 
compliance with 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph. 
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Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

Claims 1, 2, 5, 6, 8-21, 25, and 26 are rejected as being obvious under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
over Itoh et al. (U.S. Patent No. 5,080,917, hereinafter "Itoh") in view of Thoma et al. 
Applicants respectfully disagree. Nevertheless, in order to expedite prosecution, the claims have 
been amended without disclaimer or prejudice. 

To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations 
must be taught or suggested by the prior art. See MPEP § 2143.03. 

The subject matter relating to the polyolefins of claim 3 has been incorporated into 
independent claim 1, without disclaimer or prejudice. Neither Itoh nor Thoma, alone or in 
combination, disclose the polyolefm limitations of claim 3 as acknowledged by the Examiner, 
since claim 2 was not included in the rejection. Thus, Itoh and Thoma, alone or in combination, 
do not disclose or teach all the limitations of the present claims. Therefore, Itoh and Thoma, 
alone or in combination, do not render obvious the subject matter of claims I, 2, 5, 6, 8-21, 25, 
and 26. 

Furthermore, if an independent claim is nonobvious then any claim dependent therefrom 
is nonobvious. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 1076 (Fed. Cir. 1988). Because claims 2, 5, 6, 8- 
21, 25, and 26 are dependent on independent claim 1, either directly or indirectly, and because 
claim 1 is nonobvious in light of the above amendments and remarks, claims 2, 5, 6, 8-21, 25, 
and 26 are thus likewise nonobvious. 

Furthermore claims 9-1 1 have been cancelled. Therefore, the rejections as to claims 9-1 1 
are rendered moot. 

CONCLUSION 

For at least the above reasons, Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the rejections and allowance of the claims. If any outstanding issues remain, the 
Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the number given below. 
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Applicants are submitting this response within the three-month period for response to and 
including August 16, 2007. No fee is believed due. However, if a fee is due, the Director is 
hereby authorized to charge our Deposit Account No. 03-2775, under Order No. 12810-00240- 
US from which the undersigned is authorized to draw. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Roberte M. D. Makowski 

Registration No.: 55,421 
CONNOLLY BOVE LODGE & HUTZ LLP 
1007 North Orange Street 
P.O. Box 2207 

Wilmington, Delaware 19899 
(302) 658-9141 
(302) 658-5614 (Fax) 
540394J Attorney for Applicants 
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